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somewhat brief examination of cigarette advertising from it's
origins to the present day, inclusive of all media. Through
research in the field of cigarette advertising, ads and other
Abstract
The advertising of cigarettes has been controversial subject
for many years. The purpose of this report has been to provide a
promotions from the entire period covered were examined, and
works regarding government policy and consumer behavior relating
to the advertising of cigarettes were examined as well.
Although it was not initially planned to be as such, the
paper presents an argument for the abolition of all cigarette
advertising through evidence about such advertising's effects,
the behavior and intentions of cigarette manufacturers in the
past as well as the present, and also experiences with similar
bans in other countries.
Cigarette smoking is blamed for over 350,000 American deaths
per year (Department of Health 5), and, according to the World
Health Organization, the worldwide total is over 1,000,000 people
yearly ("W.H.O. Warns" 16). Cigarettes have been a legally ad-
vertised product since they were first marketed, and, until 1971,
were allowed on all advertising media; only since that time have
cigarette advertisements been banned in the broadcast media. Ac-
cording to the Federal Trade Commission, "Cigarettes are the most
heavily advertised product in America" (Myers 3). Not only are
Marlboro cigarettes the most heavily advertised brand, but they
are the top selling packaged product in the entire world, sur-
passing even Coca-Cola (White 119). In the following short dis-
cussion, I would like to examine cigarette advertising from its
origins to the present day, using examples along the way and
hopefully pointing out more than a few of the deceptive advertis-
ing practices utilized by the cigarette industry; As Larry C.
White said in his book Merchants of Death, "It's hard to think of
the Newport theme, 'Alive with pleasure,' without thinking of the
opposite statement, 'Dead with pain'" (116).
The smoking of tobacco dates back to native American Indian
tribes: the Aztecs, Mayas, and Pueblos specifically (Lewine 11).
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The first product resembling a cigarette was manufactured in
Seville, Spain in the Seventeenth and Eighteenth centuries; these
were made from cigar butts and tobacco scraps wrapped up in paper
(11). The first United States manufactured cigarettes were hand
rolled during the Civil War period in New York tobacco shops,
and, by 1864, enough were being produced for the federal govern-
ment to impose a tax of $1 per hundred cigarettes (Tennant 15),
the first of many to come. Then, in 1881, the Bonsack cigarette
rolling machine was first developed, simplifying the mass-
production of cigarettes (18). This machine was picked up by
James Buchanan Duke, who was one of the original manufacturers to
realize the potential of the first cigarette promotion devices:
coupons and cards (Lewine 18).
Premium coupons and celebrity cards were originally an idea
used in the pipe tobacco and plug markets, and they became a big
success with cigarettes. Both had existed before Duke: the first
use of a promotion such as this was when P. Lorillard company put
$100 bills in random packages of its Century pipe tobacco in
1860, and using trading cards as an incentive to purchase a brand
of tobacco product started around 1878 with the American News
Company's Marquis of Lorne brand cigarettes (Lewine 19). The
coupons were good for various premiums ranging from photo albums
to oriental rugs (20), and were successful in keeping customers.
However, the trading cards, which originated in the late 1870's,
were the most successful. By the mid 1880's, almost all
cigarette brands had adopted the use of trading cards (18). The
cards had sports figures, actors and actresses, and even pictures
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of the Spanish Civil War. These cards were the predecessor to
today's baseball cards, and, just like baseball cards, people
collected them; many of the series were numbered, and quite a few
packs of cigarettes had to be bought in order to complete a
collection. Despite all this, cigarettes were not heavily
marketed in the media until the 1910's, the decade when the
Tobacco Trust was ended and the "standard brands" were
introduced.
The Trust started when Duke, with an exclusive contract for
the Bonsack cigarette machine, put competitive pressure on the
other cigarette manufacturers of the time to join forces; Duke
aggressively spent over $800,000 on premiums and advertising in
1889 alone (Tennant 24), a large amount of money for the time.
It was a difficult proposition for the other manufacturers to try
to compete with Duke's aggressive marketing; they had the money
to compete, but not the skill, and in 1889 the five largest
cigarette manufacturers, comprising 91.7% of the total national
cigarette output, combined to form the American Tobacco Company,
commonly known as the Trust (25). Since most of the cigarette
output was controlled by the Trust, there was relatively little
general publicity, and most promotion was in the form of premiums
and trading cards (42). However, that changed when the Trust was
discontinued under the Sherman Antitrust Act in 1911, splitting
the Trust into four large cigarette manufacturers, along with
several smaller ones (61).
Vastly larger sums were spent on advertising after the end
of the Trust. In 1910, the Trust spent a total of $4.2 million
on advertising; in 1912, the successors to the Trust spent $10.2
3
million, and $13.4 million in 1913 (Tennant 71). Although this
was partially a result of more cigarettes being sold, and vice
versa, the main cause was clearly the new competition between the
companies, and the marketing of the "standard brands."
The newly established standard brands received the most
promotion. The mass marketing and high sales of the standard
brands probably would not have been possible had it not been for
the introduction of tobacco to American soldiers during World War
I. Around the time of the war, a milder, slightly acidic tobacco
was developed; this tobacco did not irritate the lungs when
inhaled as earlier tobaccos had (Whiteside 42), making smoking
more "enjoyable," or at least less uncomfortable. On April 3,
1918, the u.s. Government contracted the entire output of Bull
Durham tobacco so American soldiers overseas could "roll their
own" ("Makings For Front" 12), and a Bull Durham ad running in
the April 26, 1918 edition of the New York Times explained that
patriotic civilians would have to do without for a while. On
November first of the same year, the War Department ordered
3,000,000,000 cigarettes for soldiers, "enough to provide two
smokes for every person in the world" ("Orders" 18). Cigarettes
had been going to u.s. soldiers overseas through other channels,
primarily private donations, and all this smoking by young
soldiers, many of whom were introduced for the first time to
cigarette smoking in the army, provided a good market base for
the cigarette companies when the soldiers came back home, and
also served to quiet earlier opposition to cigarettes.
In 1914, R.J. Reynolds introduced Camel cigarettes with a
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Reynolds' use of newspaper and billboard advertisements rather
than premiums to promote the product: the package read "don't
look for the premiums or coupons, as the cost of the tobaccos
Camel started what came to be known as "the era of the
standard brands," and it was during this time that cigarettes
were first mass-produced and marketed on a large scale. Several
massive $1.5 million ad campaign (Lewine 32). Camel was the
first cigarette Reynolds marketed (Tennant 76), and its
extraordinary success is believed to be at least partially due to
blended in CAMEL Cigarettes prohibits the use of them" (78). In
1914, 500 million Camels were sold, but by 1917, sales had
skyrocketed to 12.3 billion, or 35% of the national output (76).
Reynolds was so successful with Camel that in 1914 and 1915, the
rest of the cigarette industry barely increased, with Camel
absorbing almost all the growth of the entire industry (76).
brands introduced during this time - Camel, Pall Mall, Lucky
Strike, Chesterfield and Raleigh - survive to this day (more than
can be said for most of their consumers); Camels even still have
the same package design. The new standard brands were heavily
promoted, and by 1925, Camel, Chesterfield, and Lucky Strike
together accounted for 82.3% of total industry sales (Tennant
78). The success of and the competition between the newly
established standard brands caused the individual companies to
concentrate advertising almost exclusively on one brand each
(82) .
During this period, George washington Hill was named Vice-
President in charge of sales for the American Tobacco Company,
and began several print-ad campaigns, the most famous of which
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the skies with a massive skywriting campaign -- "Lucky Strike"
was spelled out in three-mile-Iong letters in 122 cities (62) .
But in 1928, Hill hit paydirt when he began his "Reach for
shadow by avoiding over-indulgence," (63) quite ironic when
looked back on as death is a far more frightening future shadow
than obesity! The "Reach for a Lucky" campaign is credited with
was his Lucky Strike "It's Toasted" campaign, which referred to
the cooking of the tobacco (Lewine 50). In 1925 Hill, in an
effort to get Lucky Strike out of third place in sales, took to
a
Lucky instead of a sweet" campaign, using celebrities such as Al
Jolson, Amelia Earhart, and even George Gershwin.
The confectionery industry was, of course, not very happy
about this, and the FTC finally told Hill that "cigarettes cannot
be sold as reducing devices" (Lewine 62). So, Hill dropped the
word "sweet," but still implied that Luckies would help prevent
one from becoming obese with such lines as "(a)void that future
first making it acceptable for women to smoke, as some of the ads
featured slightly obese women reaching for a Lucky (Fritschler
8) .
While Lucky Strike was worrying people over getting fat,
Camel and Chesterfield had catch phrases of their own, being "I'd
walk a mile for a Camel" and "Blow some my way," respectively.
However, neither tried directly tapping into the women's market,
as Lucky had done through the use of actresses such as Alice
Brady and Constance Talmadge in their advertisements, until the
1940's, and this plus America's desire to be thinner is
considered to be what got Hill and his Lucky Strikes into first
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place.
During the depression people began economizing on their
cigarettes, and many began "rolling their own," making R.J.
Reynolds' Bull Durham an attractive alternative. In 1932, Hill
had 35,000 billboards put up across the country with a cow
licking her lips and admiring a Bull Durham bull, and sales
increased from 6 million pounds in 1930 to over 15 million in
1932 (Lewine 72). Hill's 1931 Lucky Strike campaign, however,
was not as successful. "'Toasting'," the ad read, "expels SHEEP-
DIP BASE naturally present in every tobacco leaf... We sell these
expelled irritants to manufacturers of chemical compounds, who
use them as a base in making sheep-dip... enough to permit the
daily dipping of over 50,000 sheep..."
Neither the National Business Bureau nor the public
appreciated Hill's angle, and R.J. Reynolds responded by issuing
$300,000 worth of full-page newspaper ads entitled "Turning the
light of Truth on false and misleading statements in recent
cigarette advertising," which Hill is said to have responded to
by saying "If you throw a stone into a pack of dogs, you can tell
which one is hit by the way he barks" ("$57,000,000 Worth" 30).
Reynolds also responded to Hill's ads by ridiculing the
pseudo-scientific studies cited. In the "It's Fun to be Fooled"
Camel campaign, ads showed a magician sawing a woman in half,
running a sword through her, and giving her three heads. Then
the ads explained the tricks involved, and stressed that no
tricks were. involved in Camels, just "costlier" tobaccos
("$57,000,000 Worth" 96).
In 1926, P. Lorillard launched their standard brand, Old
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paper, and used the most popular mixture for Old Gold. Then,
they had people compare their Old Golds and the other three
standards with the brand name covered; according to the
pollsters, Old Gold was the most often chosen (Lewine 65). Old
Gold was the cigarette whose ads bragged "Not a Cough in a
in the country until he entered into the service in 1943 (78) .
Lucky Strike was the only brand not sponsoring a swing band
during this time: Brown & Williamson had Tommy Dorsey for Kool
Gold. As a promotional device, the company used two blind taste
tests: first, they wrapped some of their tobacco mixtures, as
well as the "big three" cigarette brands, in plain cigarette
Carload," and sometimes "Not a Bark in a Billion," (66), slogans
which were adopted as a result of people's tendencies to cough
when smoking; milder tobaccos were being used and people inhaled
more often and more deeply. However, Old Gold never achieved the
prominence of the other brands.
The thirties were the decade when cigarette companies began
advertising heavily on radio through sponsorship of network radio
shows. Hill was the first cigarette advertiser to use radio; he
started in 1928 with the Lucky Strike Radio Hour, and in the
1930's Lucky Strike sponsored radio shows with the Metropolitan
Opera and the Hit Parade; Lucky also sponsored Ben Bernie, Mark
Warnow, and Eddy Duchin and their Orchestras (Lewine 122). Camel
had the younger audience which Lucky Strike missed out on when
they started sponsoring Benny Goodman in "The Camel Caravan" in
1935 (77) . Glenn Miller replaced Paul Whiteman on the
Chesterfield show in 1939, and Miller's band was the most popular
8
men rate the best,
" (Lewine 122), Camel claimed to be "the
favorite! in the Army... in the Navy... in the Marine Corps. . .
in the Coast Guard" (122); other Camel ads claimed "You
and Raleigh, and Old Gold had Artie Shaw (79). In 1933, Philip
Morris cigarettes were introduced and heavily advertised on radio
through sponsorship of "The Philip Morris Playhouse" (80), and by
1938 Philip Morris had become the nation's fourth largest
cigarette (Tennant 90).
During World War II, again, the United States Armed Forces
were a major purchaser of tobacco products, buying 18% of all
cigarettes produced between 1941 and 1945 (Lewine 121). Hill
began his L.S./M.F.T. (Lucky Strike/Means Fine Tobacco) campaign
during this time, and advertisements proudly proclaimed that the
package was changed: the chromium base was eliminated, providing
enough bronze for 400 light tanks (112). "Lucky Strike Green has
gone to war," the ads read, and the green ink no longer used on
Lucky packs was to go to dye armed services uniforms; however,
according to the book Merchants of Death, the real reason for the
elimination of the green in the package was women's resistance to
buying that color, and the war was just an excuse (White 126).
In any event, within a few months of the start of this campaign,
Lucky's sales increased almost forty percent (Lewine 120).
Several other brands used similar themes during this time.
In 1942, Chesterfield ads said "Keep 'em Smokin' -- Our fighting
want
steady nerves when you're flying Uncle Sam's bombers across the
ocean. (Names withheld for defense purposes and national
security)" (122).
After the war, television first became a mass medium, and
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Court's opinion was that the advertisement was "a perversion
which results in the use of truth in such a way as to cause the
reader to believe the exact opposite of what was intended by the
writer of the article,
"
and the FTC's cease-and-desist order was
cigarette companies, who had been sponsoring radio shows since
the late 1920's, were in a good position to begin sponsorship of
the new television programs. In shows sponsored by cigarette
companies, cigarette smoking was seen as a virtue: in a crime
series, for example the "bad guys" did not smoke, but the good
guys did, and, of course there was no coughing allowed (Heighton
29) .
In 1950, the FTC filed a complaint against P. Lorillard for
radio and print advertisements claiming that Beech-Nut cigarettes
not only did not harm the throat, but actually protected against
throat irritation. Lorillard dropped the ads (Smith 131), but in
the same complaint the FTC ordered them to stop running ads for
Old Gold cigarettes which claimed that Old Golds had less tar and
nicotine and were less irritating to the throat than other brands
of cigarettes. Lorillard refused, and the case was brought
before the Fourth Circuit Court (131). The ads cited a Reader's
Digest article in which Old Gold cigarettes were found to be
lowest in tar and nicotine, however, the difference was so small
that it would not have been noticeable to a smoker, and the
upheld (133).
Health was, surprisingly, the most common theme in cigarette
advertisements up until the 1950's. Most ads consisted of
reasons why one particular brand of cigarettes was more healthy
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the risks involved in smoking as is
The FTC stipulated, however, that no
be made in regards to the levels
the Life filter was relatively clearer than the other liquid.
The FTC filed a complaint against Brown and Williamson, claiming
that the filtration of a colored liquid in no way proves a
cigarette filter's ability to filter tar and nicotine, and Brown
and Williamson stopped running the ads (Smith 173).
In January 1964, the Surgeon General issued the first
Surgeon General's Report on Smoking and Health, in which it was
concluded that smoking causes lung cancer and probably other
diseases, including coronary heart disease (Calfee 43). Shortly
after the issuance of the report, the FTC drafted legislation
requiring health warnings in advertisements, nearly the opposite
of what they had insisted on earlier. In 1965, manufacturers
were indeed required to print warnings, but only on cigarette
labels and not in ads. The passage of the Cigarette Labeling and
Advertising Bill, which required the warnings on cigarette
packages, was actually beneficial to the cigarette manufacturers
because the tobacco lobby was able to have a provision included
which prohibited any federal agency from requiring warnings in
advertising for the next four years (Whiteside 43). It was also
a partial victory for the cigarette lobby in that they were able
to change the wording of the warning to the pitifully weak
"Caution: Cigarette Smoking May Be Hazardous to Your Health."
In 1966, the FTC authorized tar and nicotine ratings on
cigarette ads, stating that consumers should be provided with "as
much information about
health claims were to
possible" (Calfee 44).
(Fritschler 77). Although there was still no evidence that lower
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prohibit health claims in cigarette ads (Fritschler 107) .
According to this code, cigarette ads were banned from
publications such as comic books and college newspapers, and
these voluntary guidelines stated that cigarette ads would "not
tar and nicotine was more healthy, the FTC notified manufacturers
that claims of tar and nicotine levels would no longer be
considered as implicit health claims (Calfee 44). In 1970, the
FTC began requiring tar and nicotine ratings in ads (using the
FTC's own measurements); however, they did continue the ban on
health claims (44).
In response to the possibility of more federal regulation of
cigarette advertising, the nine major producers of cigarettes in
1964 established a voluntary code with two major goals: to
prohibit the advertising of cigarettes to anyone under 21 and to
suggest that smoking is essential to social prominence,
distinction, success, or sexual attraction," and the ads would
not "show any smoker participating in, or obviously having just
participated in, a physical activity requiring stamina or
athletic conditioning beyond the normal recreation" (Cummins 16).
Television programs with 45% or more viewership under the age of
21 were off-limits (Fritschler 108). However, Kent cigarettes'
sponsorship of the Ed Sullivan show (or shoe) the Beatles
appeared on prompted a letter of complaint from Senator Warren G.
Magnuson, chairman of the Senate Commerce Commission, to the
administrator of the code (108), and this was only one of many
complaints received alleging violations of the code.
The code died when cigarettes were banned from the airwaves
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"takes the fear out of smoking" (39) . An
of the use of filters is that filters are
actually cheaper than tobacco, and that, combined with the fact
1936 (120), however, this period marked the first time filtered
cigarettes were heavily manufactured and marketed.
The advertising which accompanied the filtered brands was,
again, health-oriented, and was actually dubbed "fear
advertising" (Calfee 39). Kent bragged "the difference in
protection is priceless," Viceroy said "filtered smoke is better
for health," L & M's filter was "just what the doctor ordered",
and Philip Morris
interesting aspect
that cheaper tobacco could be used in filtered cigarettes without
the smoker noticing a difference in taste, gave the manufacturers
a larger profit margin (White 36).
In 1955, the FTC established
"cigarette advertising
guidelines" which applied to all brands. These guidelines
prohibited references to "throat, larynx, lungs, nose or other
parts of the body... digestion, energy, nerves, or doctors"
(Calfee 41). The guidelines prohibited tar and nicotine claims
if unsubstantiated by scientific proof, however, they did permit
the use of taste and pleasure themes in advertising. By 1955,
these were the two dominant themes in cigarette advertising (41),
and pleasure and taste are still the two most widely used themes
today.
In 1957, with more and more information about smoking and
cancer surfacing, some experts began to suggest that lowering tar
intake could reduce the incidence of lung cancer. Consumer
Reports and Reader's Digest both began printing tar and nicotine
ratings, and some manufacturers began including these and other
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figures in their ads in a successful attempt to get around the
FTC's "sound scientific data" policy (Calfee 42). Tar and
nicotine content was stressed by the smaller manufacturers in
attempts to wrest business from the big companies, who did not
stress health information as it was assumed to deter overall
cigarette sales (42).
During this period, it is interesting to note that the
United States Government was also advertising cigarettes. The
Department of Agriculture paid to produce a sales promotion film
stressing the virtues of cigarette smoking, and this film was
available free of charge to any country wishing to import U.S.
tobacco products (Fritschler 31).
In 1959, the FTC conducted secret negotiations with the six
major cigarette manufacturers, making the point that they could
not advertise tar content because such claims would be considered
as implied claims of positive health effects, and all claims of
positive health effects would have to be epidemiologically
proven; this, of course, could not be done as evidence was simply
not available (Calfee 42). For the next six years, cigarette ads
again generally stressed only pleasure and taste, with no mention
of tar and nicotine (43). One exception was the case of Life
cigarettes.
In 1959, television, radio, and print ads for Brown and
Williamson's Life cigarettes featured a "comparison" between
Life's filter and that of an anonymous competing brand. In the
ads, a dark colored liquid was poured through both filters, and
the viewer was shown the result. The liquid that passed through
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than the others: "Not one single case of throat irritation due to
smoking" (Camel), "Cause no ills" (Chesterfield),
"Why risk sore
throats" (Old Gold). Advertiser's main method of selling their
brand was by distinguishing its health "benefits" from those of
the competition, but in doing so the advertising
constantly
reminded the consumer of the ill effects of smoking!
Various
benefits were cited: Camels "don't get your wind," and help your
digestion ("$57,000,000Worth" 97). As early as 1942, the FTC
had to prohibit Brown and Williamson from claiming that Kool
cigarettes would give extra protection and provide a safeguard
during cold months (Fritschler 32), and, in the same year, the
Penn Tobacco Company was told to stop pushing their Julep
cigarettes as a remedy for coughs (75). This type of "health
theme" dominated the ads until it was prohibited by the FTC in
1950 through cease-and-desist orders to all major cigarette
manufacturers (Calfee 37).
The FTC's opinion was based on expert testimony obtained
during
effects.
advertising deception cases about smoking's
health
read "...the smoking of cigarettes... in moderation and by
individuals who are accustomed to smoking and who are in normal
Oddly enough, the opinion in the R.J. Reynolds case
based upon this opinion, advertising which claimed one brand to
good health... is not appreciably harmful" (Calfee 37). So,
be more healthful (or less unhealthy) than the others would be
prohibited. At the same time, the FTC also prohibited cigarette
companies from making claims about tar and nicotine content,
having decided that it was technically impossible to manufacture
cigarettes with lower tar and nicotine content using standard
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this was the period known as the "tar wars.
"
Low tar cigarettes
were considered somehow less dangerous, and cigarette companies
took full advantage of this commonly held misconception.
best (Benowitz 139), and yet cigarette promoters have been quite
successful in promoting the lie that low-tar brands are less
deadly, as is shown by the results of a recent survey in which
in 1971. According to the Tobacco Institute, the industry's
public relations and political lobbying organization, "All
companies continue to observe the principals of this code" (Owen
51). The truth, however, is that throughout the time of the
code, and up until this day, nearly all ads have violated at
least one part of these "voluntary guidelines." Cigarette ads
have always shown people enjoying themselves smoking, and some
ads, such as the recent Kent campaign showing a shirtless man in
a locker room enjoying a cigarette, have obviously shown people
"just having participated in a physical activity requiring
stamina or athletic conditioning." The Vantage ad showing a
ballerina sitting on the floor having a smoke is another example.
And as far as the other principles of the code go, we have all
seen ads stressing sexual attractiveness, social distinction, and
also ads aimed at people under 21; Marlboro ads, featuring the
Marlboro cowboy, are a good example.
The early- and mid-1970's are an important time to examine
regarding the industry's smoking and health advertisements, as
For
example, an ad for True cigarettes read "After all I'd heard
about smoking, I decided to either quit or start smoking True. I
started smoking True" (Warner 116). It has been shown that the
health benefits of switching to a low-tar brand are minimal at
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by Philip Morris in the late 1960's through humorous
commercials where the cigarettes got caught in
doors, burned holes in reader's newspapers, and other
1/3 of respondents believed smoking low-tar and nicotine
cigarettes was not significantly less healthy than not smoking at
all; another third were not sure whether or not it was (Warner
124) . The so-called "low-tar revolution" permanently affected
the way cigarettes are marketed: in 1984, 64% of advertising was
for brands yielding 15 mg or less of tar, although the market
share of these brands was 54% (Davis 727). Low-tar brands have
been advertised more heavily than consumed ever since they were
first introduced in an attempt to increase the market, probably
because they are cheaper to produce and also increase profits by
requiring more cigarettes to be smoked for the same effect than a
cigarette higher in nicotine.
The hundred-millimeter cigarette's introduction was almost
entirely
introduced
through television. Benson & Hedges 100's were
television
elevator
similar gags (Whiteside 44). This approach, making smoking
essentially a laughing matter, was beneficial to the industry as
a whole. Another 100-millimeter cigarette introduced during this
time was Silva Thins. Some television ads for this cigarette
claimed, "Cigarettes are like girls. The best ones are thin and
rich" (45).
On the other hand, ads for Virginia Slims hundred-millimeter
cigarettes tried to capitalize on the women's liberation
movement. Slapstick ads featured women in earlier eras somehow
punished for smoking, and the ads said "You've come a long way,
18
Broadcasters petitioned the FCC to reconsider their
decision, but all were turned down. Then the National
Association of Broadcasters filed an appeal in Richmond,
baby, to get where you've got to today. You've got your own
cigarette now, baby. You've come a long, long way" (Whiteside
45). Quite annoying, but effective: within a year of the opening
of this campaign, Virginia Slims had sold 225 million packs of
cigarettes (45). This coincided with a general increase in women
smoking, and, unfortunately, an increase in women contracting
lung cancer and other smoking-related diseases. Women had come a
long, long way in more ways than one.
In 1967, televised cigarette advertising lost some of its
effectiveness when the FCC ruled that its Fairness Doctrine must
be applied to cigarette advertising. Before the ruling, anti-
smoking public service announcements were barely being run at
all, and New York lawyer John Banzhaf, who has been called the
Ralph Nader of the cigarette industry, wrote to WCBS-TV in New
York, requesting free air time in accordance with the fairness
doctrine to present his views on the controversy (Wagner 169).
The request was denied, and Banzhaf filed a complaint with the
FCC. The FCC ruled that the fairness doctrine must be applied,
but gave no specific guidelines (169).
Virginia, deep in the heart of tobacco country, where they felt
they could get a more advantageous hearing (Wagner 172).
However, the case ended up going to court in the U.S. Court of
Appeals in Washington D.C., because Banzhaf, having anticipated
the cigarette makers would file an appeal in tobaccoland, filed
his own appeal in what he felt would be fairer court. In his
19
for equal time (172). Banzhaf was denied his request for equal
time, but he had beaten the cigarette makers to the punch, and
the case was heard in the D.C. court; the FCC's ruling was
appeal, Banzhaf charged the FCC with having denied his request
upheld, and the stations were required to run the messages in a
ratio on one anti-smoking message for every three cigarette
commercials (172).
The cigarette companies and broadcasters had hoped for a
lower ratio, but were lucky they did not have to run one PSA for
every smoking commercial. One of the most effective of these
anti-smoking messages featured a cigarette which coiled up like a
snake and struck out at the viewer; a voice-over went "What does
a cigarette have to do before you get the message" (Whiteside
56). In another message, the viewer visits the home of William
Talman, from the Perry Mason television show, who is dying of
lung cancer. "I have lung cancer," Talman says. "If you haven't
smoked, don't start. If you do smoke -- quit. Don't be a loser"
(Wagner 173).
Still, many stations dragged their feet on the FCC's order,
running less PSAs than the required three-to-one ratio, and
running PSAs during odd hours in the middle of the night when the
commercials were running during prime time. The broadcasters
were forced to comply more fully when Banzhaf enlisted the help
of patients at smoking-withdrawal clinics to monitor television
stations nationwide, and his organization, Action on Smoking and
Health, filed numerous complaints with the FCC (Wagner 174).
On January second, 1971, cigarette advertisements
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commercials for "little cigars," which resembled cigarettes in
every way save for the fact that they were wrapped in brown
paper. Congress put an end to this practice with an extension of
the ban applying to little cigars, which became effective in
October 1973. However, cigarettes are still on television, as
can be determined by watching any major league baseball or NFL
football game: Marlboro ads are featured next to the scoreboard
in every NFL city, and are known to fall into camera range quite
often (Cummins 17).
In 1972, the FTC began requiring cigarette ads to contain
the warning previously only required on packages. At the time,
this was considered a major blow to the cigarette companies; with
themes of fun and good times, a warning of health hazards made
the ads reek of cognitive dissonance. However, the required
warnings seemingly had little or no effect, and the cigarette
makers continued pumping more and more money into advertising.
A recent development in the advertising of cigarettes,
probably related to the health threat, has been the disappearance
of smoke from cigarette ads. According to an analysis of
cigarette ads in the Summer 1985 issue of the Health Education
Quarterly, smoke was visible in only 5% of sampled ads from the
time of the first Surgeon General's report on, and no smoke was
visible in any of the sampled ads from 1976 on; it had been an
important element in earlier ads, appearing in over 50% (Warner
123).
Outdoor advertising has become a big outlet for the
cigarette makers since the TV ban. In 1985, cigarettes were the
22
Filtered cigarettes had been marketed earlier to a far
lesser extent, and one had been introduced as early as 1885 ( ! ) ,
Dr. Scott's Electric Cigarettes. Ad copy read,
"
(a) wad of
tobacco (38). However, the FTC orders applied only to specific
cigarette brands, and not to the companies, and therefore would
not apply to new cigarettes introduced by these companies: a
significant loophole in the orders (38).
Ironically, the first study linking smoking and cancer was
published at almost the same time as the FTC's opinion about
cigarettes not being harmful (Calfee 38). In 1952, information
about studies linking smoking and cancer became more widely
published, and industry response was to introduce filter-tipped
cigarettes, starting what came to be known as the "Tar Derby."
P. Lorillard introduced its Kent cigarette, "with exclusive
'MICRONITE' filter" (39), and told doctors that Kent was the only
cigarette safe for patients with arterial diseases (Cummins 14).
It has recently been found that, according to Dr. Alan Blum,
former editor of the New York State Journal of Medicine, Kent's
"Micronite" filter probably contained asbestos (White 37);
asbestos and tobacco smoke work synergistically to produce lung
cancer. Liggett & Myers, American Tobacco, and R.J. Reynolds all
introduced filter-tipped brands; Reynolds' Salem and Winston were
introduced with big ad campaigns extolling the virtues of
filtered cigarettes ("Where Cigarette" 65), and Reynolds quickly
regained first place.
absorbent cotton in the mouthpiece strains the nicotine" (Lewine
106) . Also, king size Viceroy was a filtered brand as early as
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(Davis 727) . Cigarette billboards are required to carry the four
rotating Surgeon General's warnings established in 1984, but in a
slightly modified form, under Public Law 98-474. For example,
much less by a driver, but the associated brand imagery and the
text of the ad are easily readable (93) . This is due in part to
the relatively small size of the warning, especially in relation
to the text of the ad, and also due to the fact that the warnings
product most heavily advertised outdoors, and six of the seven
biggest spenders on outdoor advertising were cigarette companies
the warning which reads "Smoking by Pregnant Women May Result in
Fetal Injury, Premature Birth, and Low Birth Weight," on
billboards, must be in capital letters, and read: "PREGNANT WOMEN
WHO SMOKE RISK FETAL INJURY AND PREMATURE BIRTH;" the other
warnings are shortened in similar ways (91). A recent study done
by Dr. Ronald Davis, head of the U.S. Office on Smoking and
Health, and Dr. Juliette Kendrick, Division of Reproductive
Health, indicates that the warning is not large enough to be
readable under normal driving conditions by even a passenger,
are centered at the bottom of the billboards. In addition, it
has been shown that a message in all capital letters is more
difficult to read than mixed capital and small letters, and it is
also easy for a good ad designer to keep a consumer's eyes off of
the warning, especially in an advertisement that is viewed very
quickly such as a billboard.
Billboards are also a very useful way for cigarette
companies to target audiences. Cigarette companies often use
small "eight-sheet" billboards, which measure five by eleven
feet, to target minorities, and these billboards are also more
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likely to be seen by children than are magazine ads (White 129).
Of course, the Surgeon General's warning is proportionately
smaller on these smaller billboards. In 1985, tobacco companies
spent $5.8 million advertising on these smaller billboards in
black communities, and $1.4 million in Hispanic communities
(130) .
In 1984, new and stronger Surgeon General's warnings went
into effect. The four rotating warnings, which must be featured
on all packages and advertisements (although in a different form
on billboards), are more strongly worded than their predecessor,
"the Surgeon General has determined that cigarette smoking is
dangerous to your health." The warnings are as follows: "Smoking
Causes Lung Cancer, Heart Disease, Emphysema, And May Complicate
Pregnancy," "Smoking by Pregnant Women May Result in Fetal
Injury, Premature Birth, And Low Birth Weight," "Quitting Smoking
Now Greatly Reduces Serious Risks to Your Health," and "Cigarette
Smoke Contains Carbon Monoxide" (Molotsky 69).
Another promotion used by the cigarette companies is the
giving away of free samples at various public events. This
practice has deep roots in the industry: Around the time of the
television and radio ban, cigarette samplings were being mass-
mailed addressed to "occupant" (Wagner 221), and in the 1930's
and 40's, tobacco salesmen used to give out free samples at High
School campuses, primarily in the upper South (Styron 284), and
at College campuses nationwide. Even then, the companies knew
that smokers had to start early in order to become big customers
later. Donald W. Garner of the Southern Illinois University of
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to be used, it still offers the person willing to take the
incentive of going to the store a free pack of smokes, and
possibly a new habit for life. Coupons appear in newspapers and
Law has written an article making a powerful case for the
prohibition of sampling, stating that a ban is both
constitutional and beneficial to public health. According to
Garner, spending on tobacco sampling in 1983 was $126 million,
compared with $12 million in 1970, before the television ban
(424). And, although industry policy is to not give free samples
to minors, there is no denying that many, if not most, of the
samples indeed given to minors, as they are given at youth-
oriented activities, such as rock concerts (424). Free samples
encourage experimentation, and it's obvious that if you give a
kid a pack of cigarettes, he or she is going to at least try
them.
A similar promotion to sampling is the use of coupons
offering free packs of cigarettes. Although not nearly as likely
magazines, and are also distributed by direct mail.
Another widely used advertising promotion in the cigarette
industry is giveaways. Commonly cigarettes will be offered as a
"two-for-one" special, but there are also other variations.
Virginia Slims have for years produced a "Book of Days" which
they have given out at the beginning of each year to customers.
The appointment book, which features ads on every page for
Virginia Slims, is described as "an 84-page ad that works year-
round," and is attached to cartons of Virginia Slims every year
around November or December (Robinson 30). Virginia Slims also
has several other giveaways during the year, including free make-
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have tried this approach as well: for example, empty packs of Eve
Lights could be redeemed for a pair of Silkies panty hose (Davis
725) . Other giveaways have included lighters, pens, and even
is under the age of eighteen, had $29.9 million worth of
cigarette ads in 1985, and R.J. Reynolds is the exclusive
advertiser in a publication called Moviegoer, which is
distributed free at movie theatres nationwide; about half of all
up with the purchase of a two-pack set; other women's cigarettes
clothes (Robinson 30).
Cigarette manufacturers like to stress that they do not
advertise to children, and that their only purpose in advertising
is to woo smokers over to their brand. But cigarette advertising
is digested by children, and a great deal of it is aimed directly
at them. In a Louisville Courier Journal article, a Brown &
Williamson employee is quoted as saying, "Nobody is stupid enough
to put it in writing or even in words, but there is always the
presumption that your marketing approach should contain some
element of market expansion, and market expansion in this
industry means two things -- kids and women. I think that
governs the thinking of all the companies" (Warner 116). Sports
Illustrated magazine, a publication one third of whose readership
people attending motion pictures are under the age of 21 (Davis
730) . Another instance of cigarette advertising in motion
pictures is Philip Morris paying an undisclosed amount to feature
Marlboro as Lois Lane's brand of choice in "Superman II." Nobody
can honestly say Philip Morris was not trying to reach kids with
that one, and the company later got an added bonus when the movie
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was shown on network television with the Marlboro references left
intact (Cummins 17).
A 1985 study by the advertising research unit of the
University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, indicates that U.K. children
do recognize the brand imagery associated with cigarette brands,
and in one instance, that of Regal cigarettes, 83% of the
children ages six to seven recognized the ad (Aitken 617). The
general conclusion of this study is that underage smokers are
more likely to be able to identify brand imagery than non-smokers
of the same age group, but both are quite aware of the cigarette
ads and the differences in brand imagery.
Cigarette advertising has always been aimed at young people,
regardless of industry "guidelines." Marlboro is three times as
popular among children and teenagers as it is among adults, and
it also happens to be the most heavily advertised brand in the
world (Owen 54); is this merely coincidence? Last year's Camel
campaign, celebrating the cigarette's 75th "birthday" (more
birthdays than most smokers can hope to have), had a distinct
youth appeal to it. In one ad, the Camel's mascot, "Old Joe," is
pictured in a "Top-Gun" type getup, and in another he is pictured
as a "ladies' camel," hanging out with sexy women. Rick Sanders,
Vice-President of advertising and brand management for R.J.
Reynolds, had this to say (believe it or not): "Young adult
smokers choose Marlboro because of peer pressure. It is out
ardent hope that our campaign efforts will get them to make a
more considered decision" (Dagnoli 2). Peer pressure is an
influence mainly in grammar and High School, so here Sanders is
all but admitting that the ad is aimed at kids High School age
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Admittedly, this campaign has featured some of the most
creative ads I have ever seen. One, which ran in Rolling Stone,
featured a device similar to the ones in musical greeting cards
and younger. Additionally, Sanders states his hope that people
would make a "considered decision." It is obvious to anyone who
works outside of the cigarette industry that a "considered
decision" would not be a decision of which brand to smoke, but
rather a decision not to smoke at all! Yet this typifies the
thinking of cigarette ad people.
which played "Happy Birthday" when the ad was opened. A campaign
for Salem, another Reynolds brand, also has similar themes, and
had another unique ad: When this ad, which pictures a champagne
bottle, is opened, a paper "cork" is pulled and a popping sound
is heard.
Another form of promotion to children the cigarette
companies employ is the use of candy cigarettes. While this is
less obvious and is therefore usually overlooked, it merits
people's attention. Companies manufacture candy cigarettes with
nearly the same name and package design as the real cigarettes,
which is obvious copyright infringement. However, this situation
is mutually beneficial to both the cigarette companies and the
candy companies: the candy companies get to sell their product
and make money without being sued, and the cigarette companies
get their product recognized and promoted among children
important future consumers. Studies have shown that having toy
guns desensitizes children to handgun violence, and it is obvious
that the same concept is being applied here.
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A recent development in the promotion of cigarettes is the
marketing of the so-called "generic," or discount brands.
Although most of these brands are not actually generic, they
usually do not have widely recognized names, are generally not
produced by the major cigarette companies, and are rarely
advertised as heavily as the standard brands. The discount
brand's main selling point is price, with most discount
cigarettes selling for between a quarter and fifty cents less per
pack than the regular brands, and there are frequent promotions
such as two-for-the-price-of-one and discount coupons. The
tobacco industry has historically shied away from the use of
price cutting as a competitive weapon: instead, cigarettes have
stressed their relative benefits, as we have seen. The only time
price-cutting has been widely used since the split-up of the
Trust was during the depression, and most of the discount brands
during that time were not manufactured by the major cigarette
companies.
A few of the generic brands are receiving a relatively large
amount of advertising. Magna cigarettes are currently advertised
on billboards, and their ad line is "Good Smoke, Great Price."
American Filters and Lights are also being promoted through
newspaper and magazine ads, and Malibu cigarettes have been
promoted for a few years now through magazine, newspaper, and
billboard ads, as has the brand Doral. Alpine cigarettes,
introduced in late 1988, were promoted through the use of coupons
entitling people to a free pack. The discount brands are also
promoted through point-of-sale displays, such as bins holding the
cigarettes displaying the price rather prominently. Still, the
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ad budgets for these brands do not approach that of any major
brand. One thing that can be garnered through the apparent
success of these new brands is that the cigarette business is
doing quite well, and advertising is certainly a main reason for
this: Advertising for anyone brand of cigarette is an
advertisement for cigarettes in general, and can additionally act
as an external cue for smokers to light up.
The call for a complete ban on cigarette advertising in the
United States has been made repeatedly by the American Medical
Association, and is supported by many groups. Many publications
currently ban cigarette ads, and there may be a trend starting
with local officials calling for voluntary ad bans in local
publications, primarily newspapers (Reilly 42). Cigarette
advertising is said to be a major factor in inducing people to
smoke and getting them to continue smoking, and it is often cited
as an external cue to smoke. Just as a smoker trying to quit
finds it difficult not to light up around others who are smoking,
that person has the same reaction to seeing people smoking in his
or her favorite magazine.
The First Amendment has often been cited by cigarette
advertisers as a defense against ad bans, and it is quite ironic
to see the powerful cigarette companies hiding behind a statute
designed to protect the relatively powerless. An opinion on the
constitutionality of an ad ban appears in the July 25, 1986 issue
of the Journal of the American Medical Association, and in the
article two prominent authorities on constitutional law present a
powerful argument for the elimination of these advertisements
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As has been seen during the course of this paper, the
history of cigarette advertising has been a long and, ever since
the first health effects of smoking became known, a quite
(Blasi 502).
There have been successful bans on cigarette advertising in
many countries. Canada recently enacted a ban on cigarette ads
which eliminated print ads as of January 1, 1989, and phases out
billboards by 1991. In addition, the law calls for a leaflet
about the dangers of smoking to accompany each pack sold ("New
Pitfalls" 45). Cigarette ads are also completely banned in most
European countries, and the tobacco industry, as could have been
historically predicted, has tried to sidestep the bans in many
instances. For example, Italian magazines carry advertisements
for "Marlboro Travel," featuring the familiar cowboys and
Marlboro's inverted V, and a recent attempt to circumvent the ad
ban in Norway had companies trying to publish an almost exact
duplicate of a United States Camel ad, the only difference being
that the model was not smoking and the ad was for "Camel Boots."
The same man as in R.J. Reynolds' U.S. ads was featured, and even
the Camel logo was exactly the same (Kjonstad 403). The reason
such methods of sidestepping the ad bans are useful is because
people are reminded of cigarette ads they have seen in U.S. and
other foreign magazines, and also are reminded in some cases of
ads they had seen before the bans took place.
deceptive practice. It has also been a very profitable practice
for the cigarette makers, the advertising agencies, and the
various publications and media on which they advertise; it has
been quite the opposite for the general public. I hope this
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insight, however limited, will help the reader to understand a
bit of why there is such a controversy and also help the reader
to make a decision as to whether or not they feel the situation
should be allowed to continue as it is right now.
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